The first point to be noted relates to his "previous" , which is not correct. Our note(1) was presented in January 23, 1970 and published in May, whereas the work by de Novion published in June.
Secondly, Kuznietz raises doubt on whether our samples were totally homogenized. While we acknowledge that our note did not describe the samples at sufficient length, the fact is that our UC1-xNx samples were produced by X-ray diffraction pattern of (331) and (420) peaks revealed that the UC1-xNx compounds (Fig. 1) . Thus even conceding that a small amount of second phase could exist, it could only be U metal, and not U (C, N, O) or oxide as suggested by Kuznietz, on the ground that the transition temperature of U metal is small. These are the bases on which we judged the peaks to be due to U metal and discarded considerations on the possibility of a second phase. The nominal compositions were in near agreement with those determined by the usual X-ray method using Vegard's law, as seen in Fig. 2 
